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CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION

TUESDAY, APRIL 8, 1997—A.M. SESSION

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:05 a.m. in room
SD-419, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Jesse Helms (chair-
man of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Helms, Lugar, Hagel, Smith, Thomas,
Ashcroft, Grams, Brownback, Biden, Sarbanes, Dodd, Kerry, Robb,
Feingold, Feinstein, and Wellstone.

The CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order.

I believe it is customary to wait until there is at least one Sen-
ator from each party present.

I would inquire of the minority counsel.

Can you give us some advice as to whether Senator Biden would
wish us to proceed?

I might explain to our distinguished guests this morning—and,
as a matter of fact, everybody here is a distinguished guest as far
as | am concerned—as | just said, it is a tradition, in this commit-
tee, at least, to have at least one Senator from each party present
before the proceeding begins.

Senator Biden is on a train coming in from Delaware, and | am
seeking information as to whether it would be his wish that we
proceed without him until he gets here.

I am told that it is satisfactory with Senator Biden that we do
proceed.

As is obvious, this morning's hearing is the first of the Foreign
Relations Committee’s final round of testimony on the Chemical
Weapons Convention, or that's right.

I think it is fair to say that history is being made here this morn-
ing and | believe today is the first time that three distinguished,
former U.S. Secretaries of Defense have ever appeared together be-
fore a Senate committee to oppose ratification of an arms control
treaty. And if ever a treaty deserved such highly respected opposi-
tion, it is the dangerous and defective so-called Chemical Weapons
Convention.

This morning’s witnesses include Hon. James Schlesinger, Sec-
retary of Defense for President Nixon, Hon. Donald Rumsfeld, Sec-
retary of Defense for President Ford, and Hon. Caspar Weinberger,
Secretary of Defense for President Reagan.

Further, we will have testimony today in the form of a letter
from Hon. Richard Cheney, Secretary of Defense for the Bush ad-
ministration. Secretary Cheney’'s schedule precluded him from
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being here in person today. But he has asked Secretary Schlesinger
to read into the record Secretary Cheney’s strong opposition to Sen-
ate ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention.

So with Secretary Cheney’s contribution, this hearing will consist
of testimony by and from Defense Secretaries of every Republican
administration since Richard Nixon, testimony that will counsel
the Senate to decline to ratify this dangerously defective treaty.

These distinguished Americans are by no means alone. More
than 50—more than 50—generals, admirals, and senior officials
from previous administrations have joined them in opposing the
Chemical Weapons Convention, and if that does not send a clear
signal on just how dangerous this treaty really is, | cannot imagine
what would.

So, gentlemen, we welcome you and deeply appreciate your being
here today to testify. | regret that we cannot offer you the pomp
and circumstance of the Rose Garden ceremony last week, but our
invitation to be there got lost in the mail somehow.

Your testimony here today will convey to the American people
highly respected assessments of this dangerous treaty.

Now our precise purpose today is to examine the national secu-
rity implications of the CWC which is important because the 105th
Congress has 15 new Senators, including three new and able mem-
bers of this committee who have never heard testimony on this
treaty.

The case against the treaty can be summarized quite simply, |
think. It is not global, it is not verifiable, it is not constitutional,
and it will not work. Otherwise, it is a fair treaty.

The Chemical Weapons Convention will do absolutely nothing to
protect the American people from the dangers of chemical weapons.
What it will do is increase rogue regimes’ access to dangerous
chemical agents and technology while imposing new regulations on
American businesses, exposing them to increased danger of indus-
trial espionage and trampling their constitutional rights. Outside of
the Beltway, where people do not worship at the altar of arms con-
trol, that is what we call “A bum deal.”

We have been hearing a lot of empty rhetoric from the pro-
ponents of the treaty about “banning chemical weapons from the
face of the earth.” This treaty will do no such thing. No supporter
of this treaty can tell us with a straight face how this treaty will
actually accomplish that goal.

The best argument they have mustered to date is yes, it is defec-
tive, they say, but it is better than nothing.

But, in fact, this treaty is worse than nothing for, on top of the
problems with the CWC’s verifiability and constitutionality, this
treaty gives the American people a false sense of security that
something is being done to reduce the dangers of chemical weap-
onry when, in fact, nothing—nothing—is being done. If anything,
this treaty puts the American people at greater risk.

More than 90 percent of the countries possessing chemical weap-
onry have not ratified the CWC, and more than one-third of them
have not even signed it. This includes almost all of the terrorist re-
gimes whose possession of chemical weapons does threaten the
United States, countries like Libya, Syria, Irag, and North Korea.
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Not one of them—not one of them—is a signatory to this treaty and
none of them will be affected by it.

Worse still, this treaty will increase access to dangerous chemical
agents and technology to rogue states who do sign the treaty. Iran,
for example, is one of the few nations on this earth ever to use
chemical weapons. Yet Iran is a signatory of the CWC.

I am going to stop with the rest of my prepared statement today
so that we can get to our witnesses, which is what you are here
for.

But | want to say, once more, that | ask the American people not
to take my word for anything that | am saying. | ask the American
people to consider the judgments of these distinguished former Sec-
retaries of Defense who oppose the CWC.

I am looking forward to hearing from them about the treaty’s
scope, verifiability, about its Articles X and XI, and the assessment
of our distinguished witnesses about the overall potential impact of
this treaty on America’s national security.

That said, we turn to the witnesses.

Secretary Schlesinger, we call on you first.

[The prepared statement of The Chairman follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN HELMS

This morning’s hearing is the first of the Foreign Relations Committee’s final
round of testimony on the Chemical Weapons Convention. | think it is fair to say
that history is being made this morning. | believe today is the first time that three
distinguished former United States Secretaries of Defense have ever appeared to-
gether before a Senate committee to oppose ratification of an arms control treaty.
And if ever a treaty deserved such highly respected opposition, it is the dangerous
and defective Chemical Weapons Convention.

This morning’'s witnesses include the Honorable James Schlesinger, Secretary of
Defense for President Nixon; the Honorable Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense
for President Ford; and the Honorable Casper Weinberger, Secretary of Defense for
President Reagan.

Further, we will have testimony today, in the form of a letter from the Honorable
Richard Cheney, Secretary of Defense for the Bush Administration. Secretary Che-
ney’'s schedule precludes him from being here in person today, but he has asked Sec-
retary Schlesinger to read into the record Secretary Cheney’s strong opposition to
Senate ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention.

So with Secretary Cheney’s contribution, this hearing will consist of testimony by
and from defense secretaries of every Republican administration since Richard
Nixon—testimony that will counsel the Senate to decline to ratify this dangerously
defective treaty. These distinguished Americans are by no means alone. More than
50 generals, admirals, and senior officials from previous Administrations have
joined them in opposing the Chemical Weapons Convention. If that doesn't send a
clear signal of just how dangerous this treaty really is, | can't imagine what would.

So, gentlemen, we welcome you and deeply appreciate your being here today to
testify. | regret we cannot offer you the pomp and circumstance of a Rose Garden
ceremony, but your testimony here today will convey to the American people highly
respected assessments of this dangerous treaty.

Our precise purpose today is to examine the national security implications of the
CWC. This is important because the 105th Congress has 15 new Senators, including
three new and able members of this committee, who have never heard testimony
on the treaty.

The case against this treaty can be summarized quite simply: It is not global, it
is not verifiable, it is not constitutional, and it will not work.

The Chemical Weapons Convention will do nothing to protect the American people
from the dangers of chemical weapons. What it will in fact do is increase rogue re-
gimes’ access to dangerous chemical agents and technology, while imposing new reg-
ulations on American businesses, exposing them to increased danger of industrial
espionage, and trampling their Constitutional rights. Outside the beltway, where
people don’t worship at the altar of arms control, that's what we call a bum deal.
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We have been hearing a lot of empty rhetoric from proponents of this treaty about
“banning chemical weapons from the face of the earth.” This treaty will do no such
thing. No supporter of this treaty can tell us, with a straight face, how this treaty
will actually accomplish that goal.

The best argument they have mustered to date is: Yes, it is defective, but it is
better than nothing.

But in fact, this treaty is much worse than nothing. For, on top of the problems
with the CWC's verifiability and constitutionality, this treaty gives the American
people a false sense of security that something is being done to reduce the dangers
of chemical weapons, when in fact nothing is being done. If anything, this treaty
puts the American people at greater risk.

More than 90 percent of the countries possessing chemical weapons have not rati-
fied the CWC, and more than one third of them have not even signed it. That in-
cludes almost all of the terrorist regimes whose possession of chemical weapons does
threaten the United States—countries like Libya, Syria, Irag, and North Korea. Not
one of them is a signatory to this treaty. And none of them will be affected by it.

Worse still, this treaty would increase access to dangerous chemical agents and
technology by rogue states who do sign it. Iran, for example, is one of the few na-
tions on the earth ever to use chemical weapons. Yet Iran is a signatory to the
CWwC.

Why, you may ask, why does Iran support the treaty? Because by joining the
CWC, Iran can demand access to chemical technology of any other signatory na-
tion—including the United States, if the U.S. Senate were to make the mistake of
ratifying it. In other words, Iran will be entitled to chemical defensive gear and dan-
gerous dual-use chemicals and technologies that will help them modernize their
chemical weapons program.

Giving U.S. assent to legalizing such transfers of chemical agents and technology
to such rogue nations is pure folly, and will make the problem of chemical weapons
more difficult to constrain, not less.

For example, if the U.S. were to protest a planned sale of a chemical manufactur-
ing facility by Russia to Iran, under the CWC Russia could argue that not only are
they permitted to sell such dangerous chemical technology to Teheran, but they are
obliged to do so—by a treaty the U.S. agreed to. Because Iran’s terrorist leaders
have promised to get rid of their chemical weapons.

Is it possible for the United States to verify whether Iran will be complying with
its treaty obligations? Of course not. Even the administration admits that this
chemical weapons treaty is unverifiable.

President Clinton’s own Director of Central Intelligence, James Woolsey, declared
in testimony before this committee on June 23, 1994, that, and | quote, “the chemi-
cal weapons problem is so difficult from an intelligence perspective, that | cannot
state that we have high confidence in our ability to detect noncompliance, especially
on a small scale.

So in other words, under this treaty, the American people will have to take the
Ayatollahs’ word for it.

And what about Russia—the country possessing the largest and most sophisti-
cated chemical weapons arsenal in the world? Russia has made perfectly clear it has
no intention of eliminating its chemical weapons stockpile. In fact, Russia is already
violating its bilateral agreement with the U.S. to get rid of these terrible weapons;
It has consistently refused to come clean about the true size of its chemical weapons
stockpile; and Russia continues to work on a new generation of nerve agents, dis-
guised as everyday commercial or agricultural chemicals, specifically designed to cir-
cumvent this chemical weapons treaty that the Clinton Administration is pulling
out all the stops to force the Senate to ratify.

All this, sad to say, is just the tip of the iceberg in terms of what's wrong with
this treaty. There is a whole array of other problems which | hope we can discuss
today. But | think it borders on fraudulent to mislead the American people, as so
many other treaty proponents have, into to believing that their lives will somehow
be made safer if this treaty is ratified—and that their safety is being put at risk
if the Senate refuses to be stampeded by Rose Garden ceremonies and high-pressure
tactics.

But | ask the American people not to take my word for it. | ask all Americans
to consider the judgments of these distinguished former Secretaries of Defense who
oppose the CWC. | am looking forward to hearing from them about the treaty's
scope, verifiability, its Articles X and XI, and the assessment of our distinguished
witnesses about the overall potential impact of this treaty on America’s national se-
curity.
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STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES R. SCHLESINGER, FORMER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Dr. ScHLESINGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

At the outset, | will allow Secretary Cheney to join us vicari-
ously. He has sent a letter, as you indicated, and | shall read it
into the record.

This letter is dated April 7, from Dallas, Texas.

Hon. Jesse HELMS,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your letter inviting me to join several other
former Secretaries of Defense in testifying in early April when the Foreign Relations
Committee holds hearings on the Chemical Weapons Convention. Regrettably, other
commitments will preclude me from participation. I hope that this correspondence
will be sufficient to convey my views on this convention.

During the years | served as Secretary of Defense, | was deeply concerned about
the inherent unverifiability, lack of global coverage, and unenforceability of a con-
vention that sought to ban production and stockpiling of chemical weapons. My mis-
givings on these scores have only intensified during the 4 years since | left the Pen-
tagon.

The technology to manufacture chemical weapons is simply too ubiquitous, covert
chemical warfare programs too easily concealed, and the international community’s
record of responding effectively to violations of arms control treaties too unsatisfac-
t?]ry to permit confidence that such a regime would actually reduce the chemical
threat.

Indeed, some aspects of the present convention—notably its obligation to share
with potential adversaries, like Iran, chemical manufacturing technology that can
be used for military purposes and chemical defensive equipment—threaten to make
this accord worse than having no treaty at all. In my judgment, the treaty’s Articles
X and XI amount to a formula for greatly accelerating the proliferation of chemical
warfare capabilities around the globe.

Those nations most likely to comply with the Chemical Weapons Convention are
not likely to ever constitute a military threat to the United States. The governments
we should be concerned about are likely to cheat on the CWC even if they do partici-
pate.

In effect, the Senate is being asked to ratify the CWC even though it is likely to
be ineffective, unverifiable, and unenforceable. Having ratified the convention, we
will then be told we have “dealt with the problem of chemical weapons” when, in
fact, we have not. But ratification of the CWC will lead to a sense of complacency,
totally unjustified given the flaws in the convention.

I would urge the Senate to reject the Chemical Weapons Convention.

Sincerely,
Dick CHENEY.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, sir.

Dr. SCHLESINGER. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, |
thank the committee for its invitation to testify today on the ratifi-
cation of the Chemical Weapons Convention. I must at the outset
underscore my belief that the proper criterion for judging the con-
vention is whether or not it is in the interest of the United States
and whether or not it will serve the long-run purposes of the Amer-
ican people. It should not be approved simply for reasons of diplo-
matic momentum or a gesture toward multilateralism, but as a
treaty with which this Nation must live.

Mr. Chairman, | start with the interesting and somewhat check-
ered history of efforts at the control of chemical weapons. The in-
troduction of poison gas in World War | and then its widespread
use in the later stages of that war led to a horrified reaction. That
reaction, plus the unease concerning its subsequent use by colonial
powers, led to the Geneva Convention in 1925, which forbids the
use of poison gas by all signatories.
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In the period prior to World War 11, the European powers care-
fully prepared for the possible use of poison gas. In the actual cir-
cumstances of the war, however, the German decision to refrain
from using poison gas came not for humanitarian reasons, not for
reasons of the treaty, which German diplomats might well have de-
scribed as “a scrap of paper,” but out of concern for the threat of
devastating retaliation by the Western allies.

Irag has been and is a signatory to the Geneva Convention. In
the Iran-lrag war of the 1980’s, Iragq used poison gas as a way of
stemming the “human wave” attacks of the Iranians. What was our
reaction and the reaction of other Western powers at that time? In
brief, it was to avert our gaze.

Later, as the war died down, Saddam Hussein used gas against
Irag's Kurds. This time, however, the response was slightly more
vigorous. An international gathering took place in Paris in January
1989. Not only did the international community fail to denounce
Irag, most participants were reluctant even to name Iraq for using
gas. Our own reaction, was to say the least, somewhat muted. After
all, lrag provided protection in the Gulf against the Ayatollah’s
Iran. For what were regarded as sound geopolitical reasons, we
failed to take action to sustain the existing prohibition on the use
of poison gas by a signatory—despite Iraq's blatant violation of the
Geneva Convention. This manifest failure of the existing arms con-
trol regime did stimulate renewed efforts on the Chemical Weapons
Convention that lies before you. Aha! Perhaps if we were unwilling
to enforce the existing ban on the use of poison gas, we might be
more willing to take strong actions against its manufacture.

Would we actually do more in enforcement when the evidence is
far more ambiguous and the menace more distant? The use of poi-
son gas is readily detectable; manufacture is not. Tapes and photo-
graphs were widely available of Kurdish women clutching their
children to their breasts in the vain attempt to protect them
against the gas. And yet we did nothing—for then it was not re-
garded as in our interest to intervene.

By contrast, in the Gulf War, Saddam Hussein did not use poison
gas against our troops. In the famous letter from President Bush
to Saddam Hussein in early 1991 in which we demanded Iraq's
withdrawal from Kuwait, we reminded Saddam that the United
States had nuclear weapons. As Secretary Baker has said, we also,
“made it very clear that if Iraq used weapons of mass destruction,
chemical weapons against U.S. forces, that the American people
would demand vengeance and that we had the means to achieve
it.”

What are the lessons learned from these episodes? Treaties alone
will do little. To prevent the use or the manufacture of chemical
weapons requires a structure for deterrence backed by real capa-
bilities. Above all, enforcement will depend upon the will to take
action which, if history is any guide, will in turn depend upon a
careful geopolitical assessment.

Mr. Chairman, let me turn from history to specific problems in
this convention. In this brief statement, | can only deal with five
problem areas. Nonetheless, | would hope that the members of this
committee and your colleagues in the Senate receive clear reassur-
ance in these areas before you approve the convention.
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First is non-lethal chemicals. Non-lethal chemicals are necessary
for crowd control, for peacekeeping, for rescuing downed pilots and
the like. In the negotiations on the convention, we were pressed to
ban non-lethal chemicals along with lethal chemicals. President
Bush, under pressure from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, reiterated
prior American policy and indicated that use of riot control agents
would not be banned. The Clinton administration has been far
more ambiguous on this subject, retreating from President Bush'’s
stated exclusion. Sometime it has suggested that such agents could
be used in peacetime but not in wartime. That raises the question
of defining when the Nation is at war. Was the Vietham War a
war?

Just 2 days ago, the New York Times stated that the administra-
tion “has also refused to interpret the treaty in a way that would
allow the use of tear gas for crowd control, mainly because the Pen-
tagon has said it has no need to ever use non-lethal gases.”

If the latter is true, it represents a remarkable transformation of
Pentagon attitudes, and | recommend that you check this out. The
first part of the quotation reflects the continuing ambivalence of
the administration on the question of non-lethal chemicals. | trust
that the Senate will seek clarification of the administration’s posi-
tion and indeed insist that the use of tear gas will not be banned
either in peace or war. Otherwise, we may wind up placing our-
selves in the position of the Chinese Government in dealing with
the Tiananmen Square uprising in 1989. The failure to use tear gas
meant that that government only had recourse to the massive use
of firepower to disperse the crowd.

Second is sharing CW technology. Article X of the treaty requires
that signatories have a right to acquire CW defensive technologies
from other signatories. This may mean that the United States is
obliged to share such technologies with Iran, Cuba, and other such
nations that may sign the convention. Almost certainly that inter-
pretation will be argued by lawyers in the government. But, even
if the Senate were able to prevent such obligatory transfers, it is
plain that Article X legitimizes such transfers by other industrial
nations which will argue they are obliged to do so by the treaty.

Clearly, that undercuts any sanctions directed against rogue na-
tions that happen to sign the convention. And, in any event, there
are still other states that do not agree with our judgments in these
matters and will acquire such chemical warfare defensive tech-
nologies and will share such technologies with rogue nations
whether signatories or not.

Third is the defense against chemical weapons. Continued and
vigorous efforts to develop chemical weapons defenses are required.
In the years ahead, various groups, inclined to fanaticism, are like-
ly to use chemical weapons as instruments of sabotage or terror-
ism. Aum Shin Rikyo, the Japanese religious cult, is but a proto-
type of these other terrorist groups. To deal with such prospective
attacks, it is essential to have continuing efforts on defensive meas-
ures to protect our civilian population as well as our forces.

In this connection, two points must be made. First, the illusion
that this convention will provide protection against chemical weap-
ons will tempt us to lower our guard and to reduce our efforts on
defensive CW measures. Such temptations should be formally re-
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jected through safeguards. Second, the sharing of technologies re-
quired by Article X will provide other nations with the information
that will help to neutralize our chemical weapons defenses and,
thus, expose us to greater risk.

Fourth is industrial espionage. The convention permits or en-
courages challenge inspections against any facility deemed capable
of producing chemical weapons—indeed against any facility. This
exposes American companies to a degree to industrial espionage
never before encountered in this country. This implies the possibil-
ity of the capture of proprietary information or national security in-
formation from American corporations by present or by prospective
commercial rivals. To preclude such intrusive inspections requires
the vote of three-quarters of the Executive Council of the Organiza-
tion for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons. Such super majority
votes are unlikely to be forthcoming and will grow less so over
time.

The committee may wish to inquire how FBI counter intelligence
feels about these arrangements.

Mr. Chairman, | trust that the committee will delve deeply into
this issue because scuttlebutt has it that the White House has indi-
cated to senior FBI officials that they are to say nothing against
this treaty. Consequently, you may wish to examine not only
present but former counter intelligence officers.

The CHAIRMAN. We will. Thank you.

Dr. ScHLESINGER. This convention is sometimes compared to the
arrangements under the Atoms for Peace Agreement. But it should
be noted that few of the several mechanisms that provide protec-
tion in the nuclear area exist under this convention.

Five is how do we respond to violations. Is the convention some-
thing more than a feel good treaty? Is it more meaningful than the
more explicit and more relevant ban on use in the Geneva Conven-
tion? If so, what is its operational significance? Last April, Sec-
retary Perry, reiterating some of the warnings of President Bush
and Secretary Baker to Saddam Hussein stated, “Anyone who con-
siders using a weapon of mass destruction against the United
States or its allies must first consider the consequences. We would
not specify in advance what our response would be, but it would
be both overwhelming and devastating.”

Administration officials have more recently reiterated that
threat. Does this convention oblige us to take actions beyond at-
tacks on ourselves or on our allies? Are we prepared to take action
if Iran attacks Tajikistan or even uses gas against its own minori-
ties? If Syria, or Saudi Arabia, or Israel, or South Africa manufac-
tures gas, what are we prepared to do? What actions would we take
if we discover that Russia, or Ukraine, or China is engaged clan-
destinely—or openly—in the manufacture of gas?

As the leading world power and as the initial sponsor of this con-
vention, the United States bears a particular responsibility for
those signatories who have foregone the right of direct retaliation
and who lack the American capacity for a response, both “over-
whelming and devastating.” The role of the United States visibly
transcends that of the Netherlands, or of Sweden, or of other na-
tions that are prepared to sign the convention. | trust, therefore,
that this committee will press for clear answers regarding how we
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might feel obliged to respond in different hypothetical cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Chairman, as this committee proceeds with its deliberations,
I trust that it will carefully examine some of the exaggerated or
false claims that have been made on behalf of the convention. This
treaty will not serve to banish the threat of chemical weapons. It
will not aid in the fight against terrorism. Only effective police
work will accomplish that.

As the Japanese cult, Aum Shin Rikyo, has demonstrated, a sig-
nificant volume of lethal nerve gas can be produced in a facility as
small as 8 feet by 15 feet. Increasingly, are we aware how vulner-
able this Nation may be to terrorist attacks, and this treaty will
do little to limit such vulnerability. Nor will this treaty “provide
our children broad protection against the threat of chemical at-
tacks.” Such statements merely disguise and, thereby, increase our
vulnerability to terrorist attacks. To the extent that others learn
from international sharing of information on CW defenses, our vul-
nerability is enhanced rather than diminished.

Finally, this treaty in no way helps “shield our soldiers from one
of battlefield's deadliest Killers.” As indicated earlier, only the
threat of effective retaliation provides such protection. That we
would respond in the event of an attack on our troops has great
credibility and, thus, serves as an effective deterrent. The Chemical
Weapons Convention adds no more to this protection of our troops
than did the Geneva Convention.

Mr. Chairman, some treaty proponents, while conceding the lack
of verifiability, the lack of broad enforceability, and the other inher-
ent weaknesses of the convention, suggest that it should be ratified
because whatever its weaknesses, it serves to establish “inter-
national norms.” If Senators are moved by that last ditch defense
of the convention, they should vote for ratification. | urge, however,
that Senators bear in mind that most nations do not care a figure
for “international norms,” and we already have the Geneva Con-
vention as a norm, regularly violated. And they remain relatively
free to violate this norm with relative impunity since the treaty is
difficult to verify and more difficult to enforce.

Proponents have simply ignored the evidence of the past failure
to control chemical weapons and have proceeded blithely with a re-
newed effort at control which disregards the ambiguity and the in-
effectiveness of the control mechanism. In the rather forlorn hope
to preclude the employment of chemical weapons, they have pro-
duced an agreement with an illusory goal and a rather gargantuan
and worrisome enforcement mechanism. The manifold weaknesses
of the proposed convention deserve careful attention from every
member of the Senate.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | shall be pleased later to respond to
any questions the committee may have.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. Mr. Weinberger.

STATEMENT OF HON. CASPAR WEINBERGER, FORMER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. WEINBERGER. Mr. Chairman and Senators, it is always an
honor to appear before a committee of the U.S. Senate and | am
deeply appreciative of that this morning.
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I think that both your Chairman’'s statement and Secretary
Schlesinger’s very impressive statement also, both together, set out
the basic reasons why | think all of us on this Secretary of Defense
panel feel so strongly that this treaty should not be ratified.

I would like to make a couple of points at the beginning because
it is the common practice now for opponents of anything that is de-
sired by the White House to be painted in as unenviable a position
as possible. I would like to make it clear that everybody I know de-
tests chemical weapons, particularly soldiers.

I have some small personal experiences | might share with you.
They stem mainly from the fact of my extreme age. The fact is
that, during World War 11, | had been assigned to the Australian
Anti-Gas School. The Australians used very spartan methods and
very rigorous methods of instructing, and they instructed by show-
ing us the actual effects on our own persons of mustard gas, a blis-
ter agent. They gave us all kinds of information with respect to the
required defense and defensive equipment.

I was then later appointed one of the gas defense officers to the
41st Infantry Division, conducted a lot of training with the soldiers
in the gas protective equipment which, as anybody who served in
the armed forces knows, is extremely difficult to operate in, and
this leads, without any question whatever, to this detestation of
these weapons.

So people who oppose this treaty are not people who favor poison
gas. | think it is important to make that rather obvious point at
the beginning because we have heard so much about the motives
of opponents of this treaty. My motive is the security of the United
States, with which | had the honor to be associated for 7 years as
Secretary, and which | think, as a country, should be maintained,
even in the face of very strong support of a treaty which purports
to outlaw and ban the production of these terrible weapons.

Everybody likes the aims of the treaty. Everybody will admit, |
think, that it is a well intentioned treaty. Everybody that | know
including many of the proponents, admit that it is a very badly
flawed treaty, and it is with those flaws that | am concerned today.

Primarily the flaws, as Secretary Schlesinger just mentioned, are
that it cannot be verified and it cannot be enforced. The enforce-
ment mechanism involves going to the United Nations Security
Council, of which Russia and China are members. It does not re-
quire a very big stretch of the imagination to indicate that they
would probably veto any kind of enforcement action proposed
against them.

So you would have not only the lack of verifiability, you would
have, very much like with the Geneva Convention, a very nice
statement of the proper intentions of humankind which simply can-
not be enforced and which basically, sadly, accomplish nothing.

Now there has been a great deal of discussion also about the en-
forcement mechanisms, the international inspectors and what they
can do and their powers. This is not just academic discussion, Mr.
Chairman. These inspectors, under this treaty, under Articles X
and XI, would have powers that basically American enforcement
agents do not. Even the IRS and even the Department of Justice
cannot wander around the country without search warrants and
demand to see anything they want to see in thousands of factories.
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There are varying estimates of the number of factories and com-
mercial plants involved, but they are all in the thousands. | won't
attempt to say which one is right or wrong, but they are in the
thousands. The treaty gives the right to these inspectors to see
what they want to do, to make analyses and tests, and the other
articles of the convention require that we share any late tech-
nologies we might develop—and we should be working on them; |
hope we are; we always used to—defensive technologies to improve
the masks, the protective equipment, and all of the other things.

As we make some progress in this field, that would have to be
shared and, therefore, would be, consequently, far less valuable, to
put it mildly, in the event that any of our troops should be attacked
with a gas attack.

These inspections are a two-way street in some ways. We have
the right of inspection under what | consider to be the worst ap-
peasement agreement we have signed and that has been presented
since Munich, and that is the North Korean Agreement under
which we promised to give them two very large nuclear reactors
which can produce plutonium—although it is always said not to
worry, they can't. But, of course, they can. And we are permitted
also to have all kinds of inspection under that appeasement agree-
ment.

We have not been granted this to the extent that we need it.
What we are allowed is to go where North Korea wants us to go.
It's exactly as with the agreement with Iraq that ended that war.
We are permitted to go where the Iraqis let us go and after long
delays in which they are given the opportunity to remove any in-
criminating kinds of evidence.

That is one way that these inspections can work, and those
would be probably the ways that countries like Iran, that have
signed the agreement, would interpret it.

But the permitted inspections and the way we would do it, be-
cause we carry out our word as a country and we do allow these
things once we sign an agreement, would be as intrusive as any-
thing previously imagined and far more intrusive than our own of-
ficials are allowed under our own laws to investigate violations of
American law.

Jim Schlesinger has covered very adequately and thoroughly the
industrial espionage problems that are involved in this and in the
sharing of these not only offensive, but defensive technologies that
we may be working on. And it is important that we work on these
defensive technologies because, even if all the countries sign this
agreement, the possibilities that it would be treated as Geneva is
always treated are always there. Indeed, we know that lraq is
stockpiling this VX nerve agent, which is a rather nasty piece of
equipment, and Russia has been developing the nerve agent A-223,
which is purported to be something like 7 times as fatal as the VX
nerve agent. These are things that are going on now, after these
treaties have been signed and while the whole discussion is there.

The idea that these countries would give up these newly devel-
oped agents on which they spent a great deal of money, some of
it, in Russia’s case, our money that we sent over for economic de-
velopment, does not seem to me to be very credible.
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The requirement that we share all of these technologies also
would remove any kind of deterrent capability that we might have
if we carry out the treaty in full. And one of the deterrent capabili-
ties is retaliation.

We have had many indications not only in World War 11 but in
the Gulf and elsewhere, that the fact that we were spared a chemi-
cal attack there simply stems from the ability that we would have
to retaliate. If we give up that retaliatory capability, along with all
but four or five nations, the four or five nations would still not be
nearly as worried about launching an attack as they were in the
case of the Gulf War.

We already know that there is at least a possibility. We don’t
know it and | would not claim it as a fact, but there is at least a
possibility that Irag's storage of these chemical weapons is result-
ing in disease and illness to American forces now. People talk
about who is to blame and all of that. The only important issue,
I think, there is that we should remember, and | hope we always
will, that we have an absolute obligation to take care of these peo-
ple who did fall ill from whatever cause in that war for the rest
of their lives and take care of their families. | hope we are pre-
pared to honor that.

All of these are things that have happened with nations that
have either signed or refused to sign the treaty. Iran is one that
has signed. Iran, therefore, would be able to see and inspect any
one of several thousand companies. They would have to share their
technologies and we, as a country, would have to share our tech-
nologies with Iran.

Strong supporters of the treaty, including General Schwarzkopf,
when reminded of the fact, when asked if that is what he really
wanted, said of course not. He said the worst thing in the world
would be to share any knowledge with a country like Iran in this
field.

So there has been, | think, a lack of understanding, and | con-
gratulate the committee on holding these hearings, because | hope
that we can get a full understanding of how a well intentioned
treaty, the goals of which everybody of course supports, cannot pos-
sibly reach those goals if we are going to have the kind of provi-
sions that remain in this treaty.

We also have a situation in which we are repeatedly told that the
April 29 deadline must be met, otherwise we will have no influence
in administering the treaty. Mr. Chairman, we are going to bear
25 percent of the cost of this treaty, and | suspect any 25 percent
owner, so to speak, to use corporate terms, is going to have a little
influence in it. | think that it is absurd to say that we must rush
to judgment simply because April 29 is the deadline.

There was plenty of opportunity last fall when the treaty was be-
fore the Senate, and was withdrawn by the administration, to have
the kind of discussion that we are now having and that we should
have. If it takes a little past April 29, and if by any chance we are
able, through reservations or other changes, to make any of these
things to which we object so strongly slightly more acceptable, that
would certainly be worth a few days or a few months delay.

The costs involved, of course, are not just the 25 percent of the
costs of administering the treaty and of all of the inspections that
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we would find so intrusive and so violative of what we believe to
be our constitutional rules against unreasonable search and sei-
zure, seizing property without due process, and all the rest. We
could add the $70 million that we have already given Russia under
the so-called “Bilateral Destruction Act” to start destroying their
weapons. And they have announced publicly and in writing—I
guess it has been released; it's been printed all over the country—
that they will no longer be bound by it, that it no longer serves
their best interests and, therefore, they are not paying any more
attention to it.

They are a signatory of this Chemical Weapons Convention and
they have been held up as a country that is essential to get into
the international order and is willing to destroy these weapons.
But certainly the record thus far is slightly less than modest.

I think it is important that we emphasize again, as | did at the
beginning, that our opposition to these kinds of weapons is well
known. We were instrumental in getting the Geneva Agreement
approved many, many years ago. We have signed the Bilateral De-
struction Agreement, which had a great deal of hope behind it, and
practically no realization. And now Russia has walked away from
it.

We have showed that we would, of course, not only if we sign
this convention comply with it, but that we would be a leader in
financing it. All of that | think is an ample demonstration to the
world, if any is needed, that we don't like these weapons. But we
don’'t have to sign a flawed and an ineffective, unenforceable, un-
verifiable convention to prove that; and | don't think that we
should worry so much about being tarred as being pro chemical
weapons that we would disregard completely the flaws in this trea-
ty and ratify it anyway just to make a statement.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate very much having had the oppor-
tunity to express these views before you and your committee, and
as Secretary Schlesinger has said, |1 will be glad to try to answer
questions at an appropriate time.

The CHAIRMAN. We thank you, sir. Secretary Rumsfeld.

STATEMENT OF HON. DONALD RUMSFELD, FORMER
SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

Mr. RumsrFeLD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the com-
mittee. | appreciate the opportunity to express concerns about this
convention. Rather than read my entire statement, | would like to
touch on some of the more important points, and | ask that my en-
tire statement be included in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

Mr. RuMsrELD. Certainly, one of the most serious problems fac-
ing our country and our friends and allies around the world is, in-
deed, the issue of proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. The
Chemical Weapons Convention before the Senate would appear to
fit in that category. But in my view, it has serious flaws.

I recognize that there are arguments on both sides of this and,
indeed, that a number of our friends and associates that we have
worked with on these problems over the years find themselves on
opposing sides.
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As a former Member, | also recall the difficulty of finding oneself
in the position of opposing a position that is strongly supported by
a President. It is not an attractive position to be in or a pleasant
one. My inclination was always to try to support the President on
these matters.

Certainly in this case, being positioned as appearing to favor
chemical weapons, is also not an appealing position.

So let me be very clear: Were there pending before this commit-
tee a convention that was verifiable and global and that would ac-
complish the elimination of chemical weapons in the hands of na-
tions most likely to use them, | would be appearing before the com-
mittee as a supporter.

Unfortunately, | do not believe that it meets those tests.

First, 1 don't believe that this is verifiable, nor have I met a sin-
gle, knowledgeable person who believes that it is verifiable. It
might reduce chemical weapons in arsenals in some countries, but
it is debatable whether the treaty would reduce chemical arsenals
in any of the nations potentially hostile to the United States. Coun-
tries identified by the United States as possessing chemical weap-
ons that have not signed the CWC, let alone ratified it, include
Libya, Syria, Iraq, and North Korea. Certainly these countries are
among the most likely to use chemical weapons against our citi-
zens, our soldiers, and our allies.

In addition, there are countries that might sign the convention
which would not be reliable with respect to compliance. Since the
convention is not verifiable, that is not a trivial problem, it seems
to me.

For example, even if Iran does ratify the agreement, we really
cannot rely on them to comply with its terms. Also, it is my under-
standing that Russia has yet to fulfill its obligations under the
1990 Bilateral Destruction Agreement, as Secretary Weinberger
pointed out. Also, Washington newspapers and Jane’s have recently
reported that the Russians have developed new nerve agents that
are designed in a manner that would make discovery next to im-
possible in that they are apparently comprised of common commer-
cial chemicals. This raises the question as to the likelihood of their
complying with the convention.

As a Wall Street Journal article recently put it, under the Chemi-
cal Weapons Convention, members to the convention could look for
chemical weapons in New Zealand or the Netherlands but not in
North Korea, Libya, or Iraq, which are countries that could be
chemical warfare threats.

Despite what | believe to be the low possibility that the conven-
tion would result in real arms control accomplishments, nonethe-
less a case can be made that it is important for the world to have
standards and values, as Secretary Schlesinger mentioned. This is
the “speed limit” argument.

My friend, Dr. Kenneth Adelman, a former Director of ACDA, re-
cently argued, supporting the agreement, that standards and val-
ues violated are better than no standards and values at all.

I personally think that is probably the most persuasive case that
can be made for the convention. However, | do not believe that it
is sufficiently persuasive to tip the scales.
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While standards and norms are important, there is a real risk
that in ratifying the convention and in setting forth high stand-
ards, the U.S. would be misinforming the world by misleading peo-
ple into believing that we had, in fact, done something with respect
to the international controls over the use of chemical weapons, de-
spite the certainty, in my mind, at least, that this convention can-
not provide that assurance.

Furthermore, it is important to consider and weigh not only po-
tential benefits of the convention, such as standards and norms,
but also its burdens and costs.

It seems to me clear that any advantages of setting forth such
standards by ratifying the convention are more than offset by the
disadvantages.

I note that there would be considerable cost to the taxpayers in
that the convention provides for the use of a U.N.-style funding for-
mula, which calls for the United States to pay some 25 percent of
the total. In addition, there would be costs to private industry,
which | do not believe can be properly quantified at present in that
it is not possible yet to know how the mechanisms to police this
convention would actually work. This is to say nothing of the cost
to companies of trying to protect proprietary information from com-
promise.

These costs would amount, in a real sense, to unfunded man-
dates on American enterprise.

These were among the concerns that were expressed by a num-
ber of government, civilian, and military officials in a letter sent
to Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott late last year, which | signed,
and | ask that a copy of that letter and the signatories be placed
in the record at this point.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The information referred to follows:]

September 9, 1996.

Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, United States Senate,
Washington, DC 20510.

SENATOR LoOTT: As you know, the Senate is currently scheduled to take final ac-
tion on the Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) on or before September 14th. This
Treaty has been presented as a global, effective and verifiable ban on chemical
weapons. As individuals with considerable experience in national security matters,
we would all support such a ban. We have, however, concluded that the present con-
vention is seriously deficient on each of these scores, among others.

The CWC is not global since many dangerous nations (for example, Iran, Syria,
North Korea, and Libya) have not agreed to join the treaty regime. Russia is among
those who have signed the Convention, but is unlikely to ratify—especially without
a commitment of billions in U.S. aid to pay for the destruction of Russia’'s vast arse-
nal. Even then, given our experience with the Kremlin's treaty violations and its
repeated refusal to implement the 1990 Bilateral Destruction Agreement on chemi-
cal weapons, future CWC violations must be expected.

The CWC is not effective because it does not ban or control possession of all
chemicals that could be used for lethal weapons purposes. For example, it does not
prohibit two chemical agents that were employed with deadly effect in World War
l—phosgene and hydrogen cyanide. The reason speaks volumes about this treaty’s
impractical nature: they are too widely used for commercial purposes to be banned.

The CWC is not verifiable as the U.S. intelligence community has repeatedly ac-
knowledged in congressional testimony. Authoritarian regimes can be confident that
their violations will be undetectable. Now, some argue that the treaty’s intrusive in-
spections regime will help us know more than we would otherwise. The relevant
test, however, is whether any additional information thus gleaned will translate into
convincing evidence of cheating and result in the collective imposition of sanctions
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or other enforcement measures. In practice, this test is unlikely to be satisfied since
governments tend to took the other way at evidence of non-compliance rather than
jeopardize a treaty regime.

What the CWC will do, however, is quite troubling: It will create a massive new,
U.N.-style international inspection bureaucracy (which will help the total cost of this
treaty to U.S. taxpayers amount to as much as $200 million per year). It will jeop-
ardize U.S. citizens’ constitutional rights by requiring the U.S. government to per-
mit searches without either warrants or probable cause. It will impose a costly and
complex regulatory burden on U.S. industry. As many as 8,000 companies across the
country may be subjected to new reporting requirements entailing uncompensated
annual costs of between thousands to hundreds-of-thousands of dollars per year to
comply. Most of these American companies have no idea that they will be affected.
And perhaps worst of all, the CWC will undermine the standard of verifiability that
has been a key national security principle for the United States.

Under these circumstances, the national security benefits of the Chemical Weap-
ons Convention clearly do not outweigh its considerable costs. Consequently, we re-
spectfully urge you to reject ratification of the CWC unless and until it is made
genuinely global, effective and verifiable.

SIGNATORIES ON LETTER TO SENATOR TRENT LOTT REGARDING THE CHEMICAL
WEAPONS CONVENTION

As of September 9, 1996; 11:30 a.m.

Former Cabinet Members:

RicHARD B. CHENEY, former Secretary of Defense

WiLLiam P. CLARK, former National Security Advisor to the President
ALEXANDER M. Halg, Jr., former Secretary of State (signed on September 10)
JoHN S. HERRINGTON, former Secretary of Energy (signed on September 9)
JeaNE J. KIRKPATRICK, former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations
EpwiN MEeEksE 111, former U.S. Attorney General

DoNALD RuMsFELD, former Secretary of Defense (signed on September 10)
CasPAR WEINBERGER, former Secretary of Defense

Additional Signatories (retired military):

GENERAL JoHN W. Foss, U.S. Army (Retired), former Commanding General, Train-
ing and Doctrine Command

Vice ADMIRAL WiLLIAM HouUsER, U.S. Navy (Retired), former Deputy Chief of Naval
Operations for Aviation

GENERAL P.X. KELLEY, U.S. Marine Corps (Retired), former Commandant of U.S.
Marine Corps (signed on September 9)

LIEUTENANT GENERAL THOMAS KELLY, U.S. Army (Retired), former Director for Op-
erations, Joint Chiefs of Staff (signed on September 9)

ADMIRAL WESLEY McDonNALD, U.S. Navy (Retired), former Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Atlantic

ADMIRAL KINNAIRD McKEE, U.S. Navy (Retired), former Director, Naval Nuclear
Propulsion

GENERAL MERRILL A. McPEAk, U.S. Air Force (Retired), former Chief of Staff, U.S.
Air Force

LIEUTENANT GENERAL T.H. MILLER, U.S. Marine Corps (Retired), former Fleet Ma-
rine Force Commander/Head, Marine Aviation

GENERAL JOHN. L. PioTrowskl, U.S. Air Force (Retired), former Member of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as Vice Chief, U.S. Air Force

GENERAL BERNARD ScHRIEVER, U.S. Air Force (Retired), former Commander, Air
Research and Development and Air Force Systems Command

Vice AbMmIRAL JERRY UNRUH, U.S. Navy (Retired), former Commander 3rd Fleet
(signed on September 10)

LIEUTENANT GENERAL JAMES WiLLiAMs, U.S. Army (Retired), former Director, De-
fense Intelligence Agency

Additional Signatories (non-military):

ELLioTT ABRAMS, former Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs
(signed on September 9)

MARK ALBRECHT, former Executive Secretary, National Space Council

KATHLEEN BAILEY, former Assistant Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency

ROBERT B. BARKER, former Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Nuclear and
Chemical Weapon Matters
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ANGELO CobDEeVILLA, former Senior Fellow, Hoover Institute (signed on September
10)

HENRY CooPER, former Director, Strategic Defense Initiative Organization

J.D. CroucH, former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

MiDGE DECTER, former President, Committee for the Free World

KENNETH DEGRAFFENREID, former Senior Director of Intelligence Programs, Na-
tional Security Council

DiaNA DENMAN, former Co-Chair, U.S. Peace Corps Advisory Council

ELAINE DoNNELLY, former Commissioner, Presidential Commission on the Assign-
ment of Women in the Armed Services

DAviD M. Evans, former Senior Advisor to the Congressional Commission on Secu-
rity and Cooperation in Europe

CHARLES FAIRBANKS, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State

DoucLAs J. FEITH, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense

RAND H. FisHBEIN, former Professional Staff member, Senate Defense Appropria-
tions Subcommittee

FRANK J. GAFFNEY, Jr., former Acting Assistant Secretary of Defense

WiLLiamM R. GRAHAM, former Science Advisor to the President

E.C. GrAYsoN, former Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy

JaMEs T. HAckeTT, former Acting Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency

STEFAN HALPER, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State (signed on September
10)

THomas N. Harvey, former National Space Council Staff Officer (signed on Septem-
ber 9)

CHARLES A. HamiLToN, former Deputy Director, Strategic Trade Policy, U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense

AMORETTA M. HOEBER, former Deputy Under Secretary, U.S. Army

CHARLES HORNER, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Science and Tech-
nology

FRED IKLE, former Under Secretary of Defense for Policy

SVEN F. KRAEMER, former Director for Arms Control, National Security Council

CHARLES M. KupPERMAN, former Special Assistant to the President

JoHN LEHMAN, former Secretary of the Navy

JoHN LENczowskl, former Director for Soviet Affairs, National Security Council

BRuce MERRIFIELD, former Assistant Secretary for Technology Policy, Department
of Commerce

TAFFY GouLD McCaLLUM, columnist and free-lance writer

JAMES C. McCRERY, former senior member of the Intelligence Community and Arms
Control Negotiator (Standing Consultative Committee)

J. WiLLiam MipbeNDORF Il, former Secretary of the Navy (signed on September 10)

LAURIE MYLROIE, best-selling author and Mideast expert specializing in Iraqi affairs

RicHARD PERLE, former Assistant Secretary of Defense

NorMAN PobHORETZ, former editor, Commentary Magazine

RoGER W. RoBINsON, Jr., former Chief Economist, National Security Council

PETER W. RobmaN, former Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs and former Director of the Policy Planing Staff, Department of State

EpbwaRD RownNy, former Advisor to the President and Secretary of State for Arms
Control

CARL M. SmiTH, former Staff Director, Senate Armed Services Committee

JACQUELINE TiLLMAN, former Staff member, National Security Council

MicHELLE VAN CLEAVE, former Associate Director, Office of Science and Technology

WiLLiam VAN CLEAVE, former Senior Defense Advisor and Defense Policy Coordina-
tor to the President

MaLcoLm WALLop, former United States Senator

DeBoORAH L. WINCE-SMITH, former Assistant Secretary for Technology Policy, De-
partment of Commerce

CURTIN WINSOR, Jr., former U.S. Ambassador to Costa Rica

Dov S. ZakHEIM, former Deputy Under Secretary of Defense

Mr. RumsreLD. Over the coming days, the members of the com-
mittee and the Senate will be faced with two important questions
relating to the convention. First is, can the Senate responsibly op-
pose the President on this important foreign policy issue? Second
is, what will happen if the Senate does reject the treaty and the
United States seemingly stands essentially alone in the world, ex-
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cept for the rogue states with whom we would be associated as
non-signatories?

Let me address those questions in order.

First is the issue of not supporting the President. As | indicated,
my inclination has always been to try to do that. However, we
know the Constitution did not grant sole authority to the President
of the United States in the area of foreign policy. Indeed, it does
not provide for a simple majority to ratify a treaty but, rather, for
a two-thirds vote, so that it would have to be almost beyond doubt
that a given treaty is in our national security interest. So it is cer-
tainly within the right of the Senate to disagree.

Also, not surprisingly, there have been a number of treaties, con-
ventions, and agreements where the Senate has disagreed over our
history.

The second question, as to what might happen if the U.S. stands
alone, is an important one and one that | suspect will be a prin-
cipal focus of the debate over the coming days.

One result of the Senate not ratifying the treaty will be, admit-
tedly, expressions of concern by some of our friends and allies
around the world that have. But | suspect there will be no smiles
from the rogue states. And the world will be spared the deception
which would follow ratification, because the world will not be led
to have erroneously believed that the threat of chemical weapons
has been effectively dealt with. I submit that we will be spared the
complacency that Secretary Schlesinger mentioned, which | think
would follow ratification.

Further, small and medium sized companies will be spared the
costs and the risks to their proprietary information which would re-
sult from U.S. participation. You know, big companies seem to get
along just fine with big government. They get along with American
government, they get along with foreign government, they get
along with international organizations. They have the staying
power, they have the resources to wait things out. They have the
ability, with all their Washington representatives, to deal effec-
tively with bureaucracies.

Indeed, that talent and skill, that capability on the part of big
companies actually serves as sort of a barrier to entry to small and
medium sized companies that lack that capability. So I do not sug-
gest for a minute that the large American companies are not going
to be able to cope with these regulations. They are. They will do
it a whale of a lot better than small and medium sized companies.

But if you look at that opening round with the Department of
Commerce’s regulations and requirements, and having been a regu-
lator in the Federal government at one point in my life, 1 know
that if you start with this, you end up with this (indicating). It does
not take long.

That problem of regulation on small and medium sized compa-
nies literally sucks the energy out of those companies. They are not
capable of waiting and finding out the answers to all those things.
They are trying to make money. That is the area of our society
where the energy, the vitality, and the creativity is. They are the
ones who are creating jobs in our country—not the large compa-
nies, which have been downsizing for the most part.
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So the fact that a number of large companies are not concerned
about this does not surprise me the all, I must say.

What would be the result of the U.S. standing alone? Well, we
did this at our Nation’s birth. We did it because we had very dif-
ferent views as to what the appropriate relationship between the
American people and their government ought to be than other
countries did.

Would we be abdicating leadership on this issue of chemical
weapons and the threat by not ratifying, as some have argued? |
say no. | think not.

I say this because the threat of chemical weapons will remain de-
spite the fact that this agreement gets ratified by a number of na-
tions. And the world will—must—Ilook to the United States for
leadership in dealing with that threat. Because of our capacity, our
resources, our knowledge, our credibility, we will retain a signifi-
cant leadership role.

So, despite the argument, the power of the argument, that the
U.S. would be standing alone, | think the truth is that we have
done it before and it has worked out rather well. Not every country
has the ability to stand alone, but the U.S. is not just any country.

With our resources, our weight, our capabilities, we can not only
afford to provide leadership, but we have a special obligation to
provide that kind of leadership and not just go along with the cur-
rent diplomatic momentum.

Because we are the United States, we have a singular respon-
sibility to exercise our best judgment on matters such as this and
then to set about the task of fashioning a better solution.

Other countries look to us for that kind of behavior.

I hope the Senate will decide to take its time and work to achieve
the changes necessary to improve this in material ways. The pro-
posal introduced by Senator Kyl and others to the reduce the chem-
ical and biological weapons threat is a practical place to start.

Mr. Chairman, | commend you and your committee for your ef-
forts to give such careful consideration to the matter and | appre-
ciate the opportunity of participating.

Thank you very much.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DONALD RUMSFELD

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, good morning.

Let me say at the outset that I am not an expert on chemicals, nor am | a lawyer.
I have been in and around the subject of Arms Control since my service in the Con-
gress in the 1960s, as U.S. Ambassador to NATO during the early 1970s when we
were working on MBFR and SALT, as well as my service in the Pentagon. So, | am
here today not as an expert on chemicals or international law, but rather as one
with a long interest in U.S. national security.

One of the most serious problems facing the United States, our friends and allies,
and indeed the world is proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Surely among
the most important treaties of the decades since World War 11 are those which effec-
tively enhance U.S. national security by addressing this problem. The Chemical
Weapons Convention now before the Senate would appear to fit in that category,
but, in my view, it does not.

I recognize that there are arguments on both sides of this issue. Indeed, a number
of the people many of us have worked with on these subjects over the years and
respect, find themselves on opposing sides.

Furthermore, as a former Member of the Congress, | well understand the dif-
ficulty in finding oneself in the position of opposing a treaty that the President of
the United States strongly supports and that has such broad appeal. Being posi-
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tioned both as opposing our President and as favoring poison gas, which seems to
be what happens to those who oppose this convention, is not an attractive position.

Let me be clear. Were there pending before the Senate a convention that was veri-
fiable and global and which would accomplish the elimination of chemical weapons
in the hands of the nations most likely to use them, I would be appearing before
this committee as a supporter, asserting that ratification would be in our national
interest. Unfortunately, | do not believe this convention meets these tests.

Interestingly, the preamble of the convention states in the first paragraph: “The
states parties to this convention * * * Determined to act with a view to achieving
effective progress toward general and complete disarmament under strict and effec-
tive international control, including the prohibition and elimination of all types of
weapons of mass destruction * * * ”

That is a goal that can only be described as monumentally ambitious. More to the
point, it is not clear to me that that is today the agreed policy of the U.S. govern-
ment or even that it is realistic. The history of mankind suggests that the achieve-
ment of “complete disarmament” is not a likely prospect, and the idea of “strict and
effective international controls” to assure compliance with “complete disarmament”
is, to put it mildly, a stretch.

I do not believe that this convention is verifiable. Nor have | met or heard a single
knowledgeable person who believes it is verifiable. The U.S. intelligence community
has acknowledged in congressional testimony that we cannot have high confidence
that violation of the CWC will be detected.

It might reduce chemical weapons in arsenals in some countries. It is debatable,
however, whether this treaty would reduce the chemical arsenals of any of the na-
tions potentially hostile to the United States. Countries identified by the United
States as possessing chemical weapons, that have not signed the CWC let alone rati-
fied it, include Libya, Syria, Irag and North Korea. Certainly, these countries are
among the most likely to use chemical weapons against our citizens, our soldiers
and our allies.

In addition there are countries that might well sign the convention, but which
would not be reliable with respect to compliance. Since the convention is not verifi-
able, that is not a trivial problem. For example, even if Iran does ratify can we real-
ly rely on them to comply? Also, it is my understanding that Russia has yet to fulfill
its obligations under the 1990 U.S.—Russian bilateral destruction agreement. The
Washington Times and Jane’s have reported that the Russians have developed new
nerve agents that are designed in a manner which would make discovery next to
impossible, in that they are comprised of common commercial chemicals. This raises
the question as to the likelihood of their complying with this convention.

It appears that this convention is proceeding in a way that it could conceivably
disarm democratic, friendly, non aggressive nations, that either do not have chemi-
cal weapons, or if they have them would be most unllkely to use them against us,
while it will not effectively apply to totalitarian, enemy and aggressive nations that
would be most likely to use them against the U.S. and its allies. As a recent Wall
Street Journal article put it, under the Chemical Weapons Convention, members to
the convention could look for chemical weapons in New Zealand or the Netherlands,
b#t not in North Korea, Libya or Irag—countries which could be chemical warfare
threats.

Despite what | believe to be the low possibility that the convention would result
in real arms control accomplishments, nonetheless a case can be made that it is im-
portant for the world to have standards and values. Dr. Kenneth Adelman, former
director of ACDA, recently argued in supporting the agreement that “standards and
values violated are better than no standards or values at all.” That is the most per-
suasive argument for the convention | have heard. However, | do not believe that
it is sufficiently persuasive to tip the scales.

While standards are important, there is the real risk that in ratifying the conven-
tion and setting forth high standards, the U.S. would be misinforming the world by
misleading people into believing that there were reasonable international controls
over the use of chemical weapons, despite the certainty that this convention cannot
provide that assurance. The use of various gases during World War 1 led to the Ge-
neva Protocol of 1925, which banned first use of chemical weapons in war. Despite
that high standard, that ban has not been observed, witness lIrag's use of such
chemicals.

Furthermore, it is important to consider and weigh not only any potential benefits
of the convention, but also its burdens and costs. It seems clear that any advantages
of setting forth laudable standards and values by ratifying the convention are more
than offset by the disadvantages.

I note that there would be considerable cost to U.S. taxpayers in that the CWC
provides for use of a U.N.-style funding formula, which as | recall bills the U.S. to
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pay some 25 percent of all costs. Personally, | think that percentage is too high and
I cannot see why we would wish to extend it to still more international organiza-
tions.

In addition, there would be costs to private industry, which | do not believe can
be quantified at present, in that it is not possible to know yet how the mechanisms
to police the convention would work. And this is to say nothing of the costs to com-
panies of trying to protect proprietary information from compromise.

These were among the concerns expressed by a number of former U.S. govern-
ment civilian and military officials in a letter sent to Senate Majority Leader Trent
Lott late last year, which | signed. (I have attached a copy of the letter to my re-
marks, and ask that it be made a part of the record at this point.)

[The letter referred to by Mr. Rumsfeld appears on page 15.]

Other concerns expressed in the letter included: The risk that the convention
would lead to the creation of a new U.N.-style international inspection bureaucracy
at great cost to the American taxpayers; that the CWC could undermine the stand-
ard of verifiability that had been a key national security principle for the U.S.; and
that the convention could prevent the use of non-lethal riot control agents, to the
disadvantage of U.S. forces.

Over the coming days members of the committee and the Senate will be faced
with two important questions.

First, can the Senate responsibly oppose the President on this important foreign
policy issue; and second, what will happen if the Senate does reject the treaty, and
the U.S. seemingly stands essentially alone and apart in the world.

Let me address those questions in order.

First, is the issue of not supporting our President on a key foreign policy matter.
As one, with a background in the executive branch, | begin with a strong preference
to support the President on such matters. Indeed, | felt that pull even as a Member
of Congress with Presidents of the other party. And | so voted. So that is my inclina-
tion.

However, we know the Constitution did not grant the President sole responsibility
in foreign affairs. Indeed, it provides not for a simple majority vote for the Senate
to ratify a treaty, but a two-thirds vote, so that it would have to be beyond doubt
that a given treaty is in the U.S. national security interest. So, it is not only well
within the right of the Senate to disagree with a treaty as its best judgment may
dictate, but it is its constitutional obligation. In exercising that responsibility, there
have been a number of treaties, conventions, and international agreements that
have not been approved by the U.S. Senate over our history, and in each case the
sun came up the next day and the world did not end.

The second question as to what might happen if the U.S. stands apart on this
issue, is also an important one, and one which | suspect will be a principle focus
of the debate over the coming days. One result of the Senate not ratifying this trea-
ty will be expressions of concern by some of our friends, but there will likely be no
smiles from the rogue states.

Next, the world will be spared the deception which would follow ratification, be-
cause the world will not be led to believe erroneously that the threat of chemical
weapons had been effectively dealt with, and the complacency which would follow.

Further, small and medium sized U.S. companies will be spared the costs and the
risks to their proprietary information which would result from U.S. participation.
Big companies seem to get along well with big governments, foreign governments,
and international organizations. They have the resources, the time, and the Wash-
ington representatives to work skillfully with governments. These capabilities of
larger companies serve as an advantage over smaller companies, which lack the
staying power and resources to cope with national and international regulations, in-
spections and the like.

Next, U.S. taxpayers will be spared the cost of the convention. That is not a rea-
son to reject it alone, but it is a fact. The U.S. would be spared the time and effort
of implementing, complying with, and trying to enforce an agreement which in any
event doesn't cover the nations most likely to use chemical weapons.

So what would be the result of the U.S. standing alone? Well, we did this at our
Nation’s birth. We did it because we had very different views as to the appropriate
relationship between the people and their government.

Also, President Ronald Reagan did it with the Law of the Sea Treaty, notwith-
standing the fact that most every nation in the world had signed that agreement.
He did so because he found objectionable certain provisions relating to the seabed
mining provisions. He refused to sign that treaty and asked me to serve as his Spe-
cial Envoy to alert key countries of the dangers of going forward with that portion
of the treaty.
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Would the U.S. be abdicating its leadership on this issue by not ratifying the con-
vention, as some have argued? The answer is no. | say that because the problem
of chemical weapons will remain despite this agreement, and the world will look to
the U.S. for leadership in dealing with that serious threat.

So despite the power of the argument that the U.S. would be standing alone, the
truth is, we have done it before and it has worked out rather well. Not every coun-
try has the ability to stand alone. But the U.S. is not just any country. With our
resources, our weight, our capabilities and our credibility the United States not only
can afford to provide leadership, but it has a special obligation and ability to not
just go along with what seems popular at the moment, but to stand up for what
is right. Because we are the United States we have a singular responsibility to exer-
cise our best judgment on matters such as this, and then set about the task of fash-
ioning a better solution.

I hope that the Senate will decide to take its time and work to achieve the
changes necessary to improve it in material ways. The proposal introduced by Sen-
ator Kyl and others to reduce the chemical and biological weapons threat is a prac-
tical place to start.

Mr. Chairman | commend you and your committee for your efforts to give the
most careful consideration to this matter. | appreciate this opportunity to express
my views and my concerns about the convention.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. | thank all three of you.

Senator Biden was necessarily detained because of the train this
morning, and we were authorized to begin without him. So he
missed his opportunity, as the ranking member, to make a state-
ment.

I would just say for perhaps his guidance that | took 14 minutes
and he might want to consider that same neighborhood.

Senator BIDEN. | will try to do less than that, Mr. Chairman. |
thank the committee for its indulgence and | would like the record
to show that, although | am late, it will not add to the total time.
Had | been here, | would have used the time. And the only mani-
fest failure this morning that | have observed, to use Secretary
Schlesinger’s words, is the train schedule. That has been my most
manifest failure this morning. I may reveal others as | speak,
though.

Mr. Chairman, | think this is a defining moment, not only for the
United States but, quite frankly, for this committee and in your
significant effort to reestablish this committee and its credibility
and standing within the Congress. | think our failure to act on this
treaty would be a reflection on us, as well as an extremely negative
reflection on the United States’ role internationally.

Twelve years ago, the United States made a firm commitment to
destroy 30,000 tons of poison gas that we had stockpiled. We had
made that decision because these weapons no longer had any mili-
tary value, according to our leaders.

President Reagan also initiated an international effort aimed at
forcing others to do what we already decided to do unilaterally.
Through two Republican administrations, efforts to negotiate a
chemical weapons treaty made slow, but steady, progress, and |
would go back to that in a minute, but that was all part of that
process.

The effort gained new urgency after the Gulf War brought home
the threat of poison and chemical weapons over 4 years ago. To set
the record straight on that, as my friends I am sure know, in terms
of the use of chemical weapons in the Gulf War, Secretary Wein-
berger alluded to the exposure of American troops to poison gas.
That was part of an Iraqgi stockpile we destroyed after the Gulf
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War. | am certain he realizes that there was nothing illegal under
any law about stockpiling or producing chemical weapons.

The Geneva Convention applies only to the use of poison gas in
international conflict.

The CWC, on the other hand, bans production and stockpiling of
poison gas and would give significant justification in the eyes of the
international community had we again discovered another nation
was making or storing these weapons or had we used whatever
force we chose to use against them.

Second, with regard to the issue of the Gulf War, prior to the
Gulf War, an example of Saddam Hussein using poison gas against
the Kurds, which was alluded to here, is another reason why the
CWC is needed, in my view. There is nothing illegal under the Ge-
neva Convention about the use of poison gas in internal conflicts.

The proscription applies only to international armed conflict, as
I am sure the Secretary knows. So they didn't even violate the Ge-
neva Convention. It is also true the international community failed
to act.

But you did not fail to act, Mr. Chairman. You led the effort here
in the U.S. Senate with Senator Pell and we received a unanimous
vote for a sanctions bill on September 1988 soon after this came
to light.

Unfortunately, the bill died at the end of the Congress, in large
measure because of the opposition of the Reagan administration.
Indeed, the Reagan State Department, then deluded into believing
the United States could cooperate with Saddam Hussein, de-
nounced the Senate bill that you pushed and you got through as
premature.

So | say that neither this Senator nor would others stand idly
by if violations of the Geneva Convention were discovered. But I'm
sure the Secretary knew that there was no violation of the Geneva
Convention and the point he made was still a very valid one. That
is, we did not act.

We led the world to the altar, you might say, of attempting to
deal with chemical weapons, and | am confident that we will not
abandon 160 other nations, for, if we did, it seems to me we would
send a signal of retreat, forfeit our leadership, and cripple our abil-
ity to forge coalitions against the gravest threats we face as a Na-
tion, as Secretary Rumsfeld referred to. This is the proliferation of
weapons, all weapons, of mass destruction. We have not even
talked about biological weapons yet.

I know that the witnesses this morning do not share my view
that this treaty is in our vital national interest. And | know that
and we have heard arguments that the treaty is flawed because
several rogue states have not signed.

We also heard that verification will be difficult and that the
CWC will harm U.S. industry and that it will supposedly force us
to transfer sophisticated chemical equipment and defenses to dan-
gerous regimes.

And, finally, maybe the most strenuous argument we have heard
today is that we are going to be lulled into a false sense of security,
that we are going to drop our guard.
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I hope to demonstrate through these hearings today, tomorrow,
and the next day that those criticisms are incorrect and the prob-
lems they site will only get worse—get worse—without CWC.

From the military perspective, | believe this convention is clearly
in our interest. | know that the witnesses do not agree with me.
However, two other former Secretaries of Defense and the present
Secretary of Defense, not represented here today, do agree with me.
Harold Brown, William Perry, and Secretary of Defense Cohen all
believe it is in our interest.

There is a draft statement from Brown and Perry. It says, “As
former Secretaries of Defense, we would like to join former military
leaders, including past Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Pow-
ell, Vessey, Jones, Crowe, and former Chiefs of Staff of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps plus combat veterans like Nor-
man Schwarzkopf in offering our strong support for ratification of
the Chemical Weapons Treaty.”

I ask unanimous consent that the remainder of their statement
be placed in the record in the interest of time, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]

DRAFT STATEMENT OF HAROLD BROWN AND WILLIAM PERRY

As former Secretaries of Defense, we would like to join former military leaders
including past chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Generals Colin Powell, John
Vessey, David Jones, and Admiral William Crowe, and former chiefs of staff from
the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, plus other combat veterans like Gen-
eral Norman Schwarzkopf, in offering our strong support for the ratification of the
Chemical Weapons Convention.

We firmly believe that U.S. ratification of the CWC will contribute significantly
to the security interests of the United States and the safety of our armed forces.
In conjunction with the Department of Defense's other efforts against chemical
weapons proliferation, a robust chemical protection program and maintenance of a
range of non-chemical response capabilities, the CWC will serve the best interests
of the United States and the world community. In light of the decision under Presi-
dent Reagan to get rid of the vast majority of U.S. chemical weapons stockpiles, it
is in our interests to require other nations to do the same. The access provided for
by the treaty will enhance our ability to monitor world-wide CW activities.

We believe the CWC, which was negotiated under Presidents Reagan and Bush
and completed by President Bush, to be a carefully considered treaty that serves our
national interests well. Failure to ratify the CWC would send a clear signal of U.S.
retreat from international leadership to both our friends and to our potential adver-
saries and would damage our ability to inhibit the proliferation of chemical weap-
ons.

Senator BIDEN. As the authors of this statement note, every sin-
gle Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff since President Carter’s
administration has endorsed ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention. Last Friday, 17 distinguished retired military officers
sent a letter to the President in which they endorsed ratification
of the Chemical Weapons Convention. The collection of signatures
on this letter is quite impressive. If my colleagues will indulge me,
let me just read a few: General Colin Powell, Norman Schwarzkopf,
Admiral Stanley Arthur, General Michael Duggan, General Charles
Horner, General David Jones, General Wesley McDonald, General
Meryl McPeak, General Carl Mundy, Admiral William Owens, Gen-
eral Gordon Sullivan, Vice Admiral Richard Truly, Admiral
Stansfield Turner, General John Vessey, General Fred Warner, Ad-
miral EImo Zumwalt.
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In this letter they wrote—and | will just read the first para-
graph—the following. They say, “As former members of the United
States Armed Forces, we would like to express our strong support
for Senate ratification of the Chemical Weapons Convention. This
landmark treaty serves the national security interests of the Unit-
ed States.”

I will not read the rest of the letter, but | ask unanimous consent
that it be placed in the record, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The information referred to follows:]

April 3, 1997.

The Honorable WiLLiAM J. CLINTON,
The White House, Washington, D.C. 20500.

DearR MR. PResIDENT: As former members of the United States Armed Forces, we
write to express our strong support for Senate ratification of the Chemical Weapons
Convention (CWC). This landmark treaty serves the national security interests of
the United States.

Each of us can point to decades of military experience in command positions. We
have all trained and commanded troops to prepare for the wartime use of chemical
weapons and for defenses against them. We all recognize the limited military utility
of these weapons, and supported President Bush's decision to renounce the use of
an offensive chemical weapons capability and to unilaterally destroy U.S. stockpiles.
The CWC simply mandates that other countries follow our lead. This is the primary
contribution of the CWC: to destroy militarily-significant stockpiles of chemical
weapons around the globe.

We recognize that the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, including
chemical agents, presents a major national security threat to the U.S. The CWC
cannot eliminate this threat, as terrorists and rogue states may still be able to
evade the treaty’s strict controls. However, the treaty does destroy existing stock-
piles and improves our abilities to gather intelligence on emerging threats. These
new intelligence tools deserve the Senate’s support.

On its own, the CWC cannot guarantee complete security against chemical weap-
ons. We must continue to support robust defense capabilities, and remain willing
to respond—through the CWC or by unilateral action—to violators of the conven-
tion. Our focus is not on the treaty’s limitations, but instead on its many strengths.
The CWC destroys stockpiles that could threaten our troops; it significantly im-
proves our intelligence capabilities; and it creates new international sanctions to
punish those states who remain outside of the treaty. For these reasons, we strongly
support the CWC.

Officers who signed the April 3, 1997 letter to the President

ADMIRAL STANLEY ARTHUR, USN (Ret.), former Vice Chief of Naval Operations
GENERAL MICHAEL DucaAN, USAF (Ret.), former Air Force Chief of Staff

GENERAL CHARLES HOMER, USAF (Ret.), former CINC, U.S. Space Command
GENERAL DAvID JoNESs, USAF (Ret.), former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
ADMIRAL WESLEY McDonNALD, USN (Ret.), former CINC, Atlantic Command
GENERAL MERRILL McPEAk, USAF (Ret.), former Air Force Chief of Staff

GENERAL CARL MunDY, USMC (Ret.), former Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps
ADMIRAL WiLLiaM OwenNs, USN (Ret.), former Vice Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
GENERAL CoLIN PoweLL, USA (Ret.), former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
GENERAL ROBERT RisCassi, USA (Ret.), former CINC, U.S. Forces Korea

GENERAL H. NoRMAN ScHwaARzkoPF, USA (Ret.), former CINC, Central Command
GENERAL GORDON SULLIVAN, USA (Ret.), former Army Chief of Staff

ADMIRAL RICHARD TRuULY, USN (Ret.), former Director, NASA

ADMIRAL STANSFIELD TURNER, USN (Ret.), former Director of Central Intelligence
GENERAL JOHN VESSEY, USA (Ret.), former Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff
GENERAL FREDERICK WOEMER, USA (Ret.), former CINC, Southern Command
ADMIRAL E.R. ZuMwALT, Jr., USN (Ret.), former Chief of Naval Operations

Senator BIDEN. Now several of these signatories to the letter |
have just read were present at a White House event early on Fri-
day in which dozens of distinguished Americans from many walks
of life joined together to call for early ratification of the treaty.
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I would like to ask unanimous consent that the text of the re-
marks made at this event be included in the record as well, Mr.
Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it is so ordered.

[The information referred to appears in the Appendix.]

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, the convention has won the en-
dorsement of several highly respected veterans organizations as
well. These include the Reserve Officers Association, the Vietnam
Veterans Association, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Jewish
War Veterans of the U.S.A., the American Ex-Prisoners of War,
and | would ask unanimous consent that the statements by these
organizations also be placed in the record.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection.

[The information referred to appears in the Appendix.]

Senator BIDEN. These individuals and organizations, none of
whom can be characterized as soft headed or soft hearted, recog-
nize the benefits of the convention for our front line soldiers, who
increasingly face the risk of less discriminating and more treach-
erous weapons like poison gas. We should do the same.

I would like to point out that I do not for a moment, nor do |
know anybody else who does, question the patriotism, the integrity,
or the distaste for poison gas or chemical weapons that is shared
by our three most distinguished witnesses today. Anyone who
would make such a statement is a damn fool.

But the truth of the matter is we just have, as | say, a healthy
disagreement among respected women and men about the value of
this treaty for the United States. | think the value for those in
favor far outweigh those opposed, but not in terms of their intellec-
tual capability but in terms of their number.

The argument that the treaty will be ineffective because several
rogue states have not signed is, | find, equally perplexing. Today
there is absolutely nothing illegal about the chemical weapons pro-
grams in these rogue states, and that will change once the CWC
comes into force. At least it will be illegal. It will make such pro-
grams illegal. It will also provide us with a valuable tool—the
moral suasion of the entire international community—to isolate
and target those states who violate the norm which my friend, the
former Secretary and head of more than one agency, believes—his
view is that norms don’t matter in international relations. |1 would
like to have a talk with him, if we have more time, about the no-
tion of norms and why | think they do matter.

But at any rate, if you disagree and norms don't matter, then it
doesn't matter. But most Americans and most people do agree that
norms do matter. They do have some impact. They may not solve
it all, but they have an impact.

As Secretary of State Madeleine Albright, who will testify this
afternoon has noted, to say that we should not try to make chemi-
cal weapons illegal because there will be cheaters is like saying we
should not have laws because we know people are going to break
them.

Norms are created so that we have standards for civilized con-
duct by which to judge others. Without them, we leave the rogue
countries to behave as free actors.
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Indeed, by joining the convention, we place the full weight of the
world community to take whatever actions are necessary to re-
spond and to prevent them. | acknowledge that we will ultimately
take only that action which we view to be in our national interest.
We will ultimately take only that action we view to be in our na-
tional interest.

When my friends were former Secretaries of Defense, they did
not recommend actions taken when we knew countries were acting
in ways that were beyond our interests without considering the
global interest and the interest of the United States relative to
other considerations.

So | acknowledge that ultimately we will take action or not take
action based on whether it is in our interest.

Equally importantly, we will place our military might behind the
world'’s threat to act against violators.

The argument that U.S. industry will suffer under the sup-
posedly onerous burdens of the treaty is particularly intriguing to
me. You see, | come from Delaware. If there is any state in the
Union that has a greater interest in the chemical industry, | know
of none. And | can assure you gentlemen, big or small—and they
are both big and small—if they had a problem, | guarantee you I
would hear about it. I promise you that | would after 24 years.

You were a former member, Secretary Rumsfeld. Do you doubt
that the industry would let me know? Do you doubt for one mo-
ment?

I can tell you that not only do they support it—and, by the way,
this impacts on half of Delaware’s industrial output, these chemi-
cals. It is one-half. Not only does industry support it, they strongly
support it.

And in terms of those small outfits, Secretary Rumsfeld may not
be aware of this, but Dan Danner of the National Federation of
Independent Businesses said the CWC will have no impact on their
members. They are neutral on the treaty.

Maybe he was unaware of that, but that is their position.

What | have heard from the chemical industry is if you don't rat-
ify this convention, the chemical industry, which is the country’s
largest exporter, stands to lose hundreds of millions of dollars in
export earnings; because it would be subject to trade sanctions that
the United States wrote into the treaty to target rogue states. We
wrote it in.

Now this will be the irony of all ironies. My State will get a kick
in the teeth on something we wrote into a treaty, because we do
not ratify the treaty. And Germany has already announced that,
come April 29, sanctions are going to apply.

In fact, we have heard that all non-members will be subject to
those German sanctions.

By the way, one of our largest competitors is Germany, as you
might guess. So there is a little interest there.

The argument that the convention is unverifiable is a classic case
of making the perfect the enemy of the good. No arms control trea-
ty is perfectly verifiable, and the CWC is no exception to the rule.
While there are risks that a State party will hide some covert
chemical weapons stockpiles or illegally produce chemical weapons,
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it will be much more difficult to engage in large scale violations
that would pose the greatest danger to U.S. military forces.

As one of our witnesses this afternoon, a former colleague of
yours, Ambassador Kirkpatrick points out—though she did not
mean to point it out this way—she said you know, don't worry
about verification. We are going to have to do this verification any-
way, even if there is no treaty. That is the point. That is the point.
We have to do it anyway. And we can do it less well—less well—
without the treaty than with the treaty.

George Tenet, the Acting Director of CIA, said, “In the absence
of tools that the convention gives us, it will be much harder for us
to apprise you, apprise the military and policymakers of where we
think we are in the world regarding these developments.” The in-
telligence community sees benefits in us ratifying CWC.

In addition, there may well be occasions in which on-site inspec-
tion will provide evidence of treaty violations. In other words, while
we will not catch every violator, we will catch some, and that does
act as a deterrent. And without CWC, we won’t catch anybody.

The allegation that the treaty would lead to the end of export
controls on dangerous chemicals is based on a poor reading of the
treaty, with all due respect.

Article XI of the convention supports the chemical, trade, and
technology exchange “for purposes not prohibited under the conven-
tion.” It also requires that trade restrictions not be “incompatible
with the obligations undertaken under this convention.”

The CWC is completely consistent with continued enforcement of
the Australia Group controls which member states use to keep
chemical and biological materials out of the hands of rogue states.
The executive branch has said this time and again and so have our
Australia Group allies.

In fact, as we speak, our allies are in the process of repeating
these assurances through diplomatic contacts. It is the decline and
failure of U.S. leadership that would pose the gravest threat to the
Australia Group, and failure to ratify the CWC would be seen by
friend and foe alike as a retreat from that world leadership.

Under that circumstance, State and chemical industries might
indeed conclude that we should go back to helping the Iragis and
Libyans of the world to build their suspect chemical facilities. If
one were to extrapolate the argument treaty opponents make, one
would have to conclude that no matter what we do, the Australia
Group is a dead letter because on April 29, those Australia Group
countries that have joined the convention will be required to begin
trading freely in dangerous chemicals, according to the argument
made by the opponents. Obviously, this is as preposterous as it
sounds. But it is a logical outgrowth of the allegation made by op-
ponents.

Finally, I would look forward to engaging the witnesses on their
claim that the convention will lull us into a false sense of security.
The Pentagon made it clear on numerous occasions that it will
maintain a robust chemical capability supported by robust intel-
ligence collection. The commitment to protecting our forces has the
full support of the President and the Congress. In addition, | have
agreed with Senator Helms, assuming this treaty comes up, to a le-
gally binding condition of the treaty that requires the Secretary of
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Defense to insure that the U.S. forces are capable of carrying out
our military missions regardless of any foreign threats or use of
chemical weapons. Besides, our experience in other arms control
agreements shows there is little chance of our becoming complacent
about a chemical weapons threat if the CWC is ratified.

I just would cite the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty and not
much more in the interest of time.

Article X does not require the CWC defense assistance beyond
antidotes and medical treatments. Does that really harm U.S. secu-
rity? Isn't it a fair trade for getting those countries to forego chemi-
cal weapons? If other countries want to provide additional CWC de-
fenses, as the Secretary indicates, how would the U.S. failure to
ratify stop that in any way? You made your own argument. You
said these guys are going to go out and do this anyway.

Well, that's true. If they're going to do it, they're going to do it
whether we are a signatory or not. Being a signatory in no way en-
hances that prospect. Industrial espionage is another question that
I will not get into in the interest of time. But | notice that the
chemical industry is not making that case, Secretary Rumsfeld,
and we